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1.1 SIS Background and Purpose of This Study 
 
The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) recently updated the Florida 
Transportation Plan (FTP) concurrently with the FDOT Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) 
Policy Plan adopted in March 2016.  
 
The SIS Policy Plan (see Figure 1.1) 
establishes the policy framework for planning 
ÁÎÄ ÍÁÎÁÇÉÎÇ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ 3ÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÃ )ÎÔÅÒÍÏÄÁÌ 
System, the high priority network of 
transportation facilities important to the 
ÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ Ãompetitiveness. The SIS 
Policy Plan is a primary emphasis of FTP 
implementation and aligns with the FTP, 
including three objectives to guide future SIS 
plans and capacity improvement investments. 
 
The recent SIS Policy Plan update continues 
the provisions for designating as SIS the facilities connecting &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ ÌÁÒÇÅÓÔ ÁÎÄ ÍÏÓÔ 
strategic military installations to the SIS Highway and Rail corridor network. SIS 
designations over the last few years have added approximately 90 miles of designated 
Military Access Facilities (MAF) to the SIS highway network.  
 
Section 339.64(e) , Florida Statutes (F.S.) requires an assessment of the impacts of 
proposed improvements to Strategic Intermodal System corridors on military installations 
that are either located directly on the Strategic Intermodal System or located on the 
Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET) or Strategic Rail Corridor Network (STRACNET). 
 
This Study assess the effectiveness of SIS roadway connections to and from SIS-designated 
military installations  and identi fies issues needing policy considerations or criteria 
adjustments. This Study also identif ies any multimodal needs and conditions for policy 
adjustments such as pedestrian or bicyclist accommodation and safety.  
  

Figure 1.1: SIS Policy Plan, March 2016 
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/ftp/SIS -PolicyPlan.pdf  
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1.2 Florida Law and the Strategic Intermodal System  
 
&ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ 'ÏÖÅÒÎÏÒ ÁÎÄ ,ÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÕÒÅ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÔÈÅ 3ÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÃ )ÎÔÅÒÍÏÄÁÌ System (SIS) in 
ςππσ ÔÏ ÅÎÈÁÎÃÅ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÃÏÍÐÅÔÉÔÉÖÅÎÅÓÓ ÂÙ focusing state resources on the 
transportation facilities most critical for  statewide and interregional travel. This network of 
high priority transportation facilities  of statewide and interregional significance includes 
ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ ÌÁÒÇÅÓÔ ÁÎÄ ÍÏÓÔ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÃÏÍÍÅÒÃÉÁÌ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅ and general aviation airports, 
spaceports, public seaports, intermodal freight terminals, interregional passenger 
terminals, urban fixed guideway transit corridors, rail corridors, waterways, and highways.  
 
!ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÙ have changed over time, the intent of the SIS 
remains the same. In Section 339.61(1) F.S., the Legislature describes its intent for  the SIS, 
stating:  
 

Ȱȣthe designation of a strategic intermodal system, composed of facilities 
and services of statewide and interregional significance, will 

efficiently serve the  ÍÏÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÎÅÅÄÓ ÏÆ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ ÃÉÔÉÚÅÎÓȟ ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓÅÓȟ 
and visitors and will help Florida become a worldwide economic 
leader, enhance economic prosperity and competitiveness, enrich 

quality of life, and reflect responsible environmental stewardship.  To 
that end, it is the intent of the Legislature that the Strategic Intermodal 
System consist of transportation facilities that meet a strategic and 

essential state interest  and that limited resources available for the 
implementation of statewide and interregional transportation priorities be 

ÆÏÃÕÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȢȱ 
 
The SIS Policy Plan is a product of collaboration between FDOT and state, regional, and 
local partners to specifically address this statutory intent. 

 
The SIS includes transportation facilities owned by FDOT, local governments, independent 
authorities, and the private sector. To be designated as part of the SIS, transportation 
facilities must meet criteria related to transportation or economic activity, as well as 
screening factors related to potential community and environmental impacts. SIS facilities 
generally are the largest and most strategic facilities in the state. The SIS also includes 
facilities that are emerging in importance, such as those located in fast growing areas or 
rural  areas, and planned facilities anticipated to meet these criteria once operational. All 
facilities designated on the SIS are eligible for state transportation investments consistent 
with the policy framework defined in the SIS Policy Plan. 
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The SIS includes three types of facilities ɀ hubs, corridors, and connectors. 
 
¶ Hubs - Airports, spaceports, seaports, rail terminals, and other types of freight and 

passenger terminals moving goods or people between Florida regions or between Florida 
and other states and nations. 

¶ Corridors - Highways, passenger and freight rail lines, urban fixed guideway transit, and 
waterways connecting regions within Florida or connecting Florida and other states or 
nations. 

¶ Connectors - Highways, passenger and freight rail lines, urban fixed guideway transit, and 
waterways linking hubs to corridors, linking hubs to other hubs, or linking corridors to 
major military facilities.  

 
Military facilities were originally recognized in the 2005 SIS Strategic Plan, acknowledging 
the importance of the miliÔÁÒÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÍÉÌÉÔÁÒÙȭÓ ÒÏÌÅ ÉÎ ÉÍÐÁÃÔÉÎÇ ÓÕÒÒÏÕÎÄÉÎÇ 
communities. However, FDOT did not include military designations in the plan behind the 
reasoning that military installations, although strategically important, do not serve as 
transportation hubs. FDOT did, however, identify installations as one group of partners in 
SIS implementation and gave greater weight to SIS facilities in proximity to military 
installations in the project prioritization process.  
 
FDOT responsibilities for military access are outlined in Section 339.64 (3) (b), F.S.: 
 

ȰThe department also shall coordinate with federal, regional, and local 
partners the planning for the Strategic Highway Network and the Strategic 

Rail Corridor Network transportation facilities that either are included in the 
Strategic Intermodal System or that provide a direct connection between 

military installations and the Strategic Intermodal System. In addition, the 
department shall coordinate with regional and local partners to determine 

whether the road and other transportation infrastructure that connect military 
installations to the Strategic Intermodal System, the Strategic Highway 

Network, or the Strategic Rail Corridor is regionally significant and should be 
included in the Strategic Intermodal System Plan.ȱ 

 
The 2009 Florida Legislature also established the Florida Defense Support Task Force, 
ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ ÃÏÍÍÉÔÍÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÏÒÄÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ 
and state support for military installations and operations throughout Florida. In 
consideration of the above statute and the creation of the Task Force, FDOT and its 
partners continue to address military issues as part of the SIS Policy Plan update process. 
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1.3 The 2015 SIS Policy Plan  
 
In 2015 the SIS Policy Plan update took place for the first time in conjunction with the 
update of the Florida Transportati on Planȟ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ ÓÔÁÔÅ×ÉÄÅ ÌÏÎÇ range transportation 
plan. An FTP/SIS Steering Committee comprised of representatives from key partner 
groups and all modes of transportation was responsible for guidance in updating the SIS 
Policy Plan. The integrated update process ensured the SIS Policy Plan directly aligned with 
the goals and objectives of the Florida Transportation Plan. 
 
From the beginning of the process, the Committee understood that military transportation 
needs are of regional, statewide, and national strategic significance. They recognized high 
levels of military personnel in Florida impacts the need for transportation and other 
infrastructure improvements; specifically recognizing how Department of Defense (DOD) 
decisions may impact SIS Highway Corridors in proximity to some installations as well as 
impact the highway routes connecting the SIS to military facilities.  
 
By designating roadway connectors that connect military installations to the SIS, FDOT and 
its partners are in a position to address issues and SIS-installation connection deficiencies. 
For these reasons, the Committee recognized efficient access to and from military 
ÉÎÓÔÁÌÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÈÅÌÐ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÈÏÍÅ ÔÏ ÏÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÌÁÒÇÅÓÔ ÄÅÆÅÎÓÅ ÁÎÄ 
homeland security industries.  
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2.1 SIS Military Access Facility Criteria and Thresholds  
 
In 2010, Military Access Facilities were established as a SIS intermodal connector 
designation (highways, rail lines, waterways, and other exclusive use facilities) linking key 
strategic military installation s to the closest and most appropriate SIS corridor.  
 
MAF routes fundamentally differ from intermodal connectors in that connectors link two 
facilities that are both on the SIS network. FDOT distinguishes that SIS designation applies 
to the transportation infrastructure connecting the SIS to eligible installations. Military 
installations themselves are not designated as SIS facilities even though the designation 
criteria for the MAF is based partly on installation-related measures. MAF routes do not 
directly  connect military installations to each other, but enable installations to connect to 
the entire SIS network via SIS and Emerging SIS Corridors. 

 
New SIS criteria and thresholds were created for MAF and adopted by FDOT in January 
2010. The purpose of these connectors is to ÌÉÎË &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÃ ÍÉÌÉÔÁÒÙ ÉÎÓÔÁÌÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ 
SIS highway or rail corridors.   

The military access facility is distinct from other SIS connectors because they serve military 
installations without the installations themselves being designated as SIS hubs. The criteria 
and thresholds for these connectors were developed as part of the 2010 SIS Strategic Plan. 
Figure 2.1 describes the criteria and thresholds for connectors linking military installations 
to SIS corridors. 
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Roadways or rail lines that provides military installations with access to the 
Strategic Intermodal System 

AND 

Criteria (must meet one of the following): 

¶ $ÅÓÉÇÎÁÔÅ ÁÓ Ȱ-ÉÌÉÔÁÒÙ !ÃÃÅÓÓ &ÁÃÉÌÉÔÉÅÓȱ 3ÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÃ (ÉÇÈ×ÁÙ .ÅÔ×ÏÒË 
(STRAHNET) roads and Strategic Rail Corridor Network (STRACNET) rail 
lines serving main entrance(s) of U.S. Department of Defense military 
installations with at least 0.25 percent of total U.S. military and civilian 
personnel. 

¶ $ÅÓÉÇÎÁÔÅ ÁÓ Ȱ-ÉÌÉÔÁÒÙ !ÃÃÅÓÓ &ÁÃÉÌÉÔÉÅÓȱ 3ÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÃ (ÉÇÈ×ÁÙ .ÅÔ×ÏÒË 
(STRAHNET) roads and Strategic Rail Corridor Network (STRACNET) rail 
lines serving main entrance(s) of military installations designated as the 
'ÏÖÅÒÎÏÒȭÓ #ÏÎÔÉÎÕÉÔÙ ÏÆ 'ÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ Site(s). 

Figure 2.1: SIS Adopted Criteria and Thresholds for Military Installation -to-
Corridor Connectors, Adopted January 2010 

 

The adopted SIS criteria considers military and civilian personnel at each installation, as 
well as the access facilities designated as part of the STRAHNET and/or the Strategic Rail 
Corridor Network (STRACNET)1. 
 
In developing the initial criteria, FDOT along with  military partners , addressed the 
differences between the fundamental characteristics of military installations and other SIS 
hubs. SIS hubs were designated using transportation activity measures (such as airport 
enplanements, seaport tonnage, or highway Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)). As a 
result, SIS criteria and thresholds are based on existing Department of Defense (DOD) 
STRAHNET designation as well as the number of military and/or civilian personnel 
attached to each installation.  
 
An excellent source for civilian and military personnel is the Defense Manpower Data 
Center that catalogues military personnel and other data for the DOD. The Defense 
Manpower Data Center is the official source for determining military installation personnel 
criteria. 
  

                                                 
1 The STRAHNET is a subsystem of the National Highway System (NHS) consisting of highways which are 
important to the US strategic defense policy and which provide defense access, continuity, and emergency 
capabilities. 



 
 
 

Chapter 2 ɀSIS Criteria Analysis  

 
 

Page 7 

&ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ 3ÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÃ )ÎÔÅÒÍÏÄÁÌ 3ÙÓÔÅÍ 
SIS Military Access Facility Study 
 

 

2.2 Department of Defe nse STRAHNET Designation 
 
A key SIS military access facility requirement for roadways or rail lines is that it must be 
designated as part of the STRAHNET or the STRACNET. The STRAHNET includes highways 
which are important to the United States strategic defense policy. These highways provide 
defense access, continuity, and emergency capabilities for the movement of personnel, 
materials, and equipment in both peace time and war time. STRAHNET and the Connectors 
define the total minimum defense public highway network needed to support a defense 
emergency. The MAF Study Team confirmed with military planning staff that rail corridors 
throughout the state are not currently utilized by any of the SIS-designated military 
installations.  
 
The STRAHNET is a Department of Defense designation given to roads that provide 
ȰÄÅÆÅÎÓÅ ÁÃÃÅÓÓȟ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÉÔÙȟ ÁÎÄ ÅÍÅÒÇÅÎÃÙ ÃÁÐÁÂilities for movements of personnel and 
ÅÑÕÉÐÍÅÎÔ ÉÎ ÂÏÔÈ ÐÅÁÃÅ ÁÎÄ ×ÁÒȢȱ STRAHNET includes routes (for long-distance travel) 
and connectors (to connect individual installations to the routes). 
 
STRAHNET is a system of public highways that is a key component in United States 
strategic policy. It provides defense access, continuity, and emergency capabilities for 
movements of personnel and equipment in both peace and war. Nationally, it is 61,044 
miles, including the 45,376-mile Interstate System and 15,668 miles of other important 
public highways. 
 
STRAHNET Connectors are additional highway routes linking over 200 important military 
installations and ports to STRAHNET. These routes are typically used when moving 
personnel and equipment during a mobilization or deployment. Generally, these routes end 
at the installation gate. The STRAHNET Connector is usually the most direct and highest 
functional class roadway. 
 
As the DOD designated agent for public highway matters, the Military Surface Deployment 
and Distribution Command Transportation Engineering Agency is the advocate for 
STRAHNET and STRAHNET Connectors. STRAHNET and the Connector routes are 
identified in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the State 
transportation departments, the military services and installations, and the ports. 
Together, the STRAHNET and its Connectors define the total minimum public highway 
network needed to support a defense emergency. 
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Priorities are assigned by the DOD to the military installations . These priorities  represent 
the relative importance of the facilities' military missions. Priorities are based on input 
from the respective military services and the overall DOD mission. Additionally, FHWA has 
added primary STRAHNET connector routes to the NHS for Priority 1 and 2 installations 
and ports. As part of the National Highway System (NHS), the FHWA maintains bridge 
capability, pavement condition, and congestion as specific issues to be addressed2. Figure 
2.2 ÉÓ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ 342!(.%4 !ÔÌÁÓ ÄÅÐÉÃÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÆÕÌÌ 342!(.%4 ÉÎÓÔÁÌÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ 
Interstates, roadways, and connectors. 

  

                                                 
2 Source: DOD Web page at https://www.tea.army.mil/pubs/res/dod/pmd/STRAHNET.htm 

Figure 2.2: Florida's STRAHNET Atlas - Military Installations  
Source: Military Deployment and Surface Command, May 2017 
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In addition to the strategic requirement of these public highways, traffic safety issues 
associated with highways providing access to these installations are addressed by FHWA. 
FHWA is focusing on reducing the number of fatalities and injury and personal property 
crashes affecting military personnel. Therefore, FDOT and FHWA Divisions recognize the 
need to identify traffic safety issues on these important roadways and prioritize  the 
appropriate corrective measures. 
 
Based on an FDOT analysis in 2009, DOD installation personnel data were analyzed from 
the Annual DOD Base Structure Report. It was determined that a threshold of 5,500 
personnel would warrant an installation designated a STRAHNET Connector. 
 
In addition, military annual commercial shipping data was analyzed for both the number of 
freight trips generated and the amount of tonnage shipped or received. The following 
thresholds were found to warrant a freight STRAHNET Connector:  
¶ 9,000 commercial shipping tons 
¶ 2,000 commercial shipping trips 

These DOD STRAHNET Connector criteria  and thresholds are consistent with the current 
SIS criteria for MAFs.  
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2.3 SIS Civilian and Military Personnel Criteria  
 
Figure 2.3 shows the number of military and civilian ÐÅÒÓÏÎÎÅÌ ÆÏÒ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ ÌÁÒÇÅÓÔ ÍÉÌÉÔÁÒÙ 
installations. Personnel figures are indicative of the transportation and mobility needs for 
the installation. The 0.25 percent (4,664) total national military personnel figure was 
established as the SIS threshold for MAF designation eligibility3. 

 
Three military installations are located directly on an existing SIS Highway or SIS 
Connector:   

1. Blount Island Command, 
2. Cape Canaveral Air Force Station, and 
3. Eglin Air Force Base (AFB). 

  

                                                 
3 During this study period (November 2016), the threshold needed for eligibility was 4,664 personnel (Source: 
Defense Manpower Data Center). 
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Figure 2.3: Florida Military and Civilian Personnel  
Source: Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC), October, 2016 
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Blount Island shares a roadway connector with Port of Jacksonville and Cape Canaveral 
AFB shares a roadway connector with Port Canaveral. Eglin AFB is geographically large, it 
parallels I-10, SR 87, SR 85 and US 331; which are all SIS designated roadways. 
 
Eight military bases with  SIS-designated MAF roadways connect SIS Highways to each 
installation at the main gate. The installations with SIS designated MAF roadways are: 
 
¶ Camp Blanding ¶ Naval Station Mayport 

¶ Hurlburt Field  ¶ Patrick Air Force Base 

¶ MacDill Air Force Base ¶ Naval Air Station Pensacola 

¶ Naval Air Station Jacksonville ¶ Tyndall Air Force Base 

 
For more information on the SIS MAFs, please see Appendix A: SIS Military Installation 
Profiles. 
 

2.4 'ÏÖÅÒÎÏÒȭÓ Continuity of Government Site  and Statewide 
Significance  

 
SIS facility designation criteria is also based on any military bases identified by the Florida 
Legislature as a designated location for the State of Florida Executive Branch Continuity of 
Government Site.4  
 
Florida Code Sections 22.01-22.10 states that whenever, due to an emergency resulting 
from the effects of enemy attack, or the anticipated effects of a threatened enemy attack, it 
becomes imprudent, inexpedient, or impossible to conduct the affairs of state government 
at the normal location of the seat thereof in the City of Tallahassee, Leon County, the 
Governor shall, as often as the exigencies of the situation require, by proclamation, declare 
an emergency temporary location. This temporary location will serve as the seat of 
government as may be necessary for an orderly transition of the affairs of state 
government. Such emergency temporary location will  remain as the seat of government 
until the Legislature, by law, establishes a new location, or until the emergency is declared 
to be ended by the Governor and the seat of government is returned to its normal location. 
Currently Camp Blanding is designated as the only continuity of governance location for the 
state of Florida in the event of an emergency. 
  

                                                 
4 Florida Administrative Code Sections 22.01-22.10 
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Figure 2.4 shows the locations of &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ SIS designated MAFs, major SIS Highways and 
STRAHNET Connectors. 
 

 

2.5  Proposed SIS Criteria/Thresholds  Data Change 
 
The current SIS criteria and thresholds implemented during the 2010 SIS Strategic Plan 
update effectively measure and reflect the statewide strategic importance of the military 
installations and the need for support from a statewide transportation perspective. All 
military installations with SIS-designated MAFs are at or above the .25 percent of national 
civilian and military personnel total. 
  

Figure 2.4: Florida's SIS Designated Military Access Facilities   
Source: FDOT Systems Implementation Office 
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FDOT is considering a change in personnel criteria from the current ȰÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÔÏÔÁÌȱ 
ÔÏ ȰÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁ ÔÏÔÁÌÓȢȱ 4ÈÉÓ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÉÓ predicated upon the need to measure the 
ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÃ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ ÍÉÌÉÔÁÒÙ ÉÎÓÔÁÌÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÂÙ ÕÓÉÎÇ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ ÍÉÌÉÔÁÒÙ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ 
ÎÕÍÂÅÒÓȢ )Ô ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÚÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÃ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ ÍÉÌÉÔÁÒÙ 
installations from a national perspective does not fully reflect the importance of these 
installations ÔÏ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÙ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÓÔÁÔÅ×ÉÄÅ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ for the infrastructure 
surrounding these installations. Considerations such as mission shifts, re-deployments and 
operational changes in other parts of the country should not be a significant factor in 
determining the strategic nature of military installations within Florida.  
 
Analyses were ÄÏÎÅ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÎÇ Á ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÆÒÏÍ ȰÐercent ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÔÏÔÁÌÓȱ ÔÏ ȰÐercent Florida 
ÔÏÔÁÌÓȱ ÆÏÒ 3)3 ÆÁÃÉlity designation criteria. Results indicate no significant impact on 
eligibility for any of the 20 large Florida military installations. The SIS MAFs would remain 
on the SIS with the remaining facilities falling short of the civilian and military personnel 
criteria. 
 
With these considerations, the proposed personnel criteria for SIS designation would be 
ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ ÏÆ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁ ÃÉÖÉÌÉÁÎ ÁÎÄ ÍÉÌÉÔÁÒÙ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÎÅÌ ÁÔ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÆ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ ÍÉÌÉÔÁÒÙ 
installations and bases. Table 2.1 reflects the data analysis and suggested personnel criteria 
ÆÏÒ 3)3 ÄÅÓÉÇÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ȰÐercent ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÔÏÔÁÌÓȱ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÓÏ 
ȰÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁ ÔÏÔÁÌÓȢȱ  
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Table 2.1: ɀ Percent Employment Criteria Impact Analysis  

     

    Percent Employment  

    Florida 
Total  

National 
Total  

    4% 0.25%  

Installation  Active Duty  Civilians  Total  3,458  4,664  
Blount Island 107  107  0.12% 0.01% 

Camp Blanding*  50  50  0.06% 0.00% 

Corry Station 2,625  178  2,803  3.24% 0.15% 

Eglin AFB 7,850  5,303  13,153  15.21% 0.70% 

Homestead Air Reserve Base 401  480  881  1.02% 0.05% 

Hurlburt Field  7,682  1,489  9,171  10.61% 0.49% 

MacDill AFB 5,537  2,258  7,795  9.02% 0.42% 

NAS Jacksonville 5,781  9,460  15,241  17.63% 0.82% 

NAS Key West 776  370  1,146  1.33% 0.06% 

NAS Pensacola 8,266  2,467  10,733  12.41% 0.58% 

NAS Whiting Field 1,026  213  1,239  1.43% 0.07% 

Naval Support Activity Orlando 154  1,135  1,289  1.49% 0.07% 

NS Mayport 9,341  712  10,053  11.63% 0.54% 

NSA Panama City 584  1,641  2,225  2.57% 0.12% 

Patrick AFB  1,708  2,016  3,724  4.31% 0.20% 

Tyndall AFB  3,334  1,558  4,892  5.66% 0.26% 

US Southern Command 1,345  613  1,958  2.26% 0.10% 

Florida Total  56,517  29,943  86,460    

National Total  1,159,382  706328  1,865,710    

 Green shading reflects SIS designated MAF facility 
Source: Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC), October 2016 

*Camp Blanding is SIS-designated based on meeting &ÌÏÒÉÄÁȭÓ #ÏÎÔÉÎÕÉÔÙ ÏÆ 'ÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ 3ÉÔÅ criteria, not by the 
civilian and military  personnel numbers. 
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Figure 2.5 reflects how SIS designation eligibility will change based on a suggested Ȱτ 
percent &ÌÏÒÉÄÁ #ÉÖÉÌÉÁÎ ÁÎÄ -ÉÌÉÔÁÒÙ %ÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔȱ ÔÈÒÅÓÈÏÌÄ ÆÏÒ the military installation 
ÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÍÅÎÔȢ /ÎÌÙ 0ÁÔÒÉÃË !&" ÉÓ ÉÍÐÁÃÔÅÄ ÂÙ Á ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÔÏ Á Ȱ4 percent 
Florida 4ÏÔÁÌÓȱ ÔÈÒÅÓÈÏÌÄȢ Using this new threshold, Patrick AFB would continue to be SIS-
eligible with no other impacts or changes in MAF eligibility.  
 

Figure 2.5: SIS Criteria Comparing  ȰϷ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁ %ÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ 4ÏÔÁÌÓȱ ÁÎÄ ȰϷ .ÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ %ÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ 
4ÏÔÁÌÓȱ 
Source: FDOT, Office of Policy Planning, October 2016 

 
!ÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÅÄ 3)3 ÃÒÉÔÅÒÉÁ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÉÓ ÔÏ ÒÅÍÏÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÍÅÎÔ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ 
continuity of government site (Camp Blanding) roadway connector to be STRAHNET 
designated. The current roadway connector to Camp Blanding does not currently meet the 
STRAHNET designation personnel numbers nor is it expected to in the near future. Camp 
Blanding has few active civilian or military personnel at the installation. By not meeting 
STRAHNET criteria, this MAF would be at risk of de-designation as SIS even though Camp 
Blanding continues to be strategic to the state serving as the continuity of government site 
and ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ central command center in times of statewide emergencies.  
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2.6  Key Findings and Recommendations  
 
MAF Rail Corridors 
The MAF Study Team confirmed with military planning staff that rail corridors throughout 
the state are not currently utilized by any of the SIS-designated military installations. 
 
Continuity of Government Requirement 
The current roadway connector to Camp Blanding does not currently meet the STRAHNET 
designation personnel numbers nor is it expected to in the near future. The DOD may de-
designate the Camp Blanding MAF as a STRAHNET roadway and Connector. By not meeting 
STRAHNET criteria, this MAF would be de-designated as SIS. Regardless of its STRAHNET 
designation, Camp Blanding continues to be strategic to the state serving as the continuity 
ÏÆ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÓÉÔÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ ÃÅÎÔÒÁÌ ÃÏÍÍÁÎÄ ÃÅÎÔÅÒ ÉÎ ÔÉÍÅÓ ÏÆ ÓÔÁÔÅ×ÉÄÅ 
emergencies. 
 
1. Recommendation  
It is recommended FDOT remove the current SIS criteria requiring STRAHNET designation 
for roadways serving the main entrance of military installations designated as the 
'ÏÖÅÒÎÏÒȭÓ Continuity of Government Site. 
 
Civilian /Military Personnel Requirement 
The current personnel criteria measurement remains adequate in determining which 
military installations (and their connections) are statewide essential from an infrastructure 
support perspective. Changing the personnel criteria measurement from ȰÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 
ÔÏÔÁÌȱ ÔÏ ȰpÅÒÃÅÎÔ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁ ÔÏÔÁÌȱ ×ill  have no significant impact on current or future 
designations.  
 
2. Recommendation  
It is recommended the Defense Manpower Data Center database continue to be the official 
source for determining SIS facility designation criteria. 
 
3. Recommendation  
It is recommended that consideration be made to change froÍ ȰÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÔÏÔÁÌȱ ÔÏ 
ȰÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ &ÌÏÒÉÄÁ ÔÏÔÁÌȱ in determining which military installations (and their connections) 
are statewide essential. A suggested ÔÈÒÅÓÈÏÌÄ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ Ȱτ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ of Florida Total.ȱ 
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Good communication and coordination was found with each of the eight military 
ÉÎÓÔÁÌÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÌÁÎÎÉÎÇ ÓÔÁÆÆ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎȭÓ 4ransportation Planning Organization (TPO). 
There was clear indication that the military installation is engaged with their respective 
TPO and the transportation and project planning process.  
 
Additionally, the collaboration and coordination of SIS designation requests and project 
management with  FDOT district offices is found to be equally effective. There have been 
several SIS designation changes and projects developed over the last couple years 
improving capacity and connectivity at these strategic military installations.  
 

3.1 Evaluation of SIS Support For Key Military Installations  
 
SIS supported military facilities are the largest in the state geographically and by personnel 
and are vital to the surrounding community with roadway infrastructure also serving 
residential, retail, commercial, and industrial needs. A balance is often struck between the 
need for efficient movement of people and freight for the military installation and the need 
to move people and goods in the community surrounding the military base. 
 
With input from the military base transportation planners and the Northwest Florida, 
North Florida, and Space Coast TPO representatives on these key focus areas, the 
characteristics and effectiveness of the SIS designated roadway access facility to each of the 
SIS-designated military installations was evaluated. 
 
Transportation planners from each of the SIS-designated military installations  and their 
respective regional Transportation Planning Organizations were interviewed with a series 
of questions asked to evaluate the effectiveness of their MAFs and to guide discussions. 
These questions also provided a framework for gathering additional information about 
ÔÈÅÉÒ ÉÎÓÔÁÌÌÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ mission, operations, connectivity needs, and roadway characteristics. 
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Key areas of focus during the military installation site visits and interviews were: 
¶ Military mission/operations  
¶ MAF roadway use/community use 
¶ Roadway characteristics 
¶ MAF activity data (i.e. AADT, pedestrians, bicyclists, trucks, transit) 
¶ Safety/Security concerns 
¶ Travel choices to/from facility  
¶ Freight access conditions/needs (queuing, inspection and connectivity ) 
¶ Emergency services (EMS) 

In addition to the interview responses and discussions, the MAF Study team reviewed 
information in FDOT Roadway Characteristics inventory, traffic counts, and safety crash 
data. Current and planned roadway maintenance and improvement projects were also 
discussed and have been assessed for the SIS-designated MAFs.  
 
Table 3.1 lists current and planned SIS capacity improvement projects that will contribute 
to better alignment, connectivity and throughput of the MAF roadway connector to the 
most appropriate SIS highway corridor. These projects improve MAF throughput by either 
adding lanes or improving intersections impacting the MAF connection to the military base. 
 

Table 3.1: FDOT Capacity Projects Impacting SISɀDesignated MAFs 
 

Military 
Installation  

Year Cost  Phase Facility  Description  

NAS 
Jacksonville 2015-2017 $2,445,562  Design I-295 @ US 17 

Modify 
Interchange 

NAS 
Jacksonville 

2016, 
2017 $839,989  PD&E, Construction I-295 N/B @ US 17 

Modify 
Interchange 

NAS 
Jacksonville 2023-2024 $2,050,000  PD&E I-295 from SR 13 to I-95 North PD&E 
NAS 
Jacksonville 2010-2015 $16,860,024  

Design, ROW, 
Construction 

US 17 from Wells Road to Duval 
County Line 

Add Turn 
Lanes 

Hurlburt Field  2015-2017 $651,129  
Design, 
Construction 

US 98 from Santa Rosa County 
Line to SR 189/Beal Pkwy 

Add Turn 
Lane 

Hurlburt Field  2016-2017 $1,823,041  PD&E 
US 98 from Santa Rosa County 
Line to SR 393 Design 

Hurlburt Field  2015-2022 $218,836,914  
PD&E, Design, ROW, 
Construction US 98 Brooks Bridge PD&E 

Tyndall AFB 2015-2017 $8,693,312  PD&E US 231 from US 98 to SR 20 PD&E 

Canaveral AFB 2016-2026 $20,391,216  
Environmental, 
Design, ROW 

SR 528 from SR 3/Courtenay 
Pkwy to Port Canaveral Add 2 lanes  

Canaveral AFB 2016-2027 $22,785,978  
Environmental, 
Design, ROW 

SR 528 from SR 524/Industry 
to SR 3/Courtenay Pkwy Add 2 lanes 

Source: FDOT Systems Implementation Office, November 2016 

 
  




